The Challenge to Democracy
would gain from the increased use of every one's
ability.
Thus, if we think in terms of evil endured, public
policy seems to be of advantage only to those who now
suffer. Or if others support a removal of evils, as
when the rich support public assistance for the poor,
the only advantage these rich seem to get is that small
payments keep the poor quiet. If public policy aims
only at the advantage of one side or the other, it
irritates those whose interests are not considered.
Policy conceived as the result of a balance of conflicting
interests makes each "interest" eager to overbalance
the other, and satisfies none. But policy conceived
as an advantage for all can receive the enthusiastic
support of anyone who understands it. The provision
of a new water-supply, for example, is not then
conceived as a means of "dishing** the claims of the
poor, or punishing the complacency of the rich, but
as a means for making a new community. The views of
what should be done in any issue will still differ.
Political parties will disagree. But each political party
will then be conceived to aim, not at the separate
interest of its supporters, but at the common good
of the whole community; and it will be necessary for
any party to show how any proposal on either side
may be of advantage also to its opponents.
Can we, in practice, discuss public policy on such
a basis? Clearly it is easier to excite men and women
to oppose something or somebody than to rouse them
for action in favour of anything new. Some people have
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